
Jurisdiction

3. Sections 701, 1702 and 1707 of the Public Utilities Code vest the

Commission with broad authority to prosaibe any breach of the Public Utilities

Code, prior Commission decisions, or applicable provisions of federal or state

law. See::tion 701 provides the broad grant of authority:

"'The commission may supervise and regulate every public
utility in the State and may do all things, whether specifically
designated in this part or in addition thereto, which are
necessary and convenient in the exercise of such power and
juriSdidion. II

4. Under Sections 1702 and 1707, the Commission has jurisdiction over

complaints by public ~i1ities which set forth "any ad or thing done or omitted to

be done by any public utility [which is] in violation of any provision of law or of

any order or rule of the commission" Further, the Commission has both the

power and the obligation to assess and respond to competitive considerations in

regulating utilities, Pacific Telesis Group, 0.93-11-011; Northern California

Power Agency v. PUC, (1971) 5 Cal. 3d 370.

Sprints Authority To Provide Resold COmpetitive Local Service

5. NewTelco, LP., dJbIa Sprint Telecommunications Venture ("STV1 was

granted a certificate of public convenience and necessity by the Commission to

provide facilities-based local eXchange services in California pursuant to

Decision 95-12-057 and local exdlange services via bundled resale in Decision
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96-02-072. Sprint Communications entered into a sales agency agreement with

STY to market and sell competitive local telephone service in California on

behalf of SlV.

6. In April, 1996, Pacific, in cooperation with Sprint, sought and received

authority from the Commission to conauet technology tests of Pacifies tariffed

resale local service. Pursuant to the authority granted to Pacific to condud such

tests in Resolution T-11083, Sprint and Pacific began a ted1nical trial of Pacific's

resale local service to selected residential and business customers in Pacific

Bell's service territory in California

7. On November 27, 1996, SlV, pursuant to authority granted in 0.96

02.Q72, filed with the Commission, effective December 2, 1996 a tariff for the

provision of resold local exchange service limited initially to residential and

business customers of the San Diego and San Luis Obispo LATAs served by

Pacific and GTEC.

8. At all times relevant herein, SlV obtained local eXchange services for

resale from Pacific from Pacific's Tariff SCHEDULE CAL P.U.C. No. 175-T.

Section 18, Services for Resale.

Pacific Has Chronically Failed To Process Finn Order Confirmations
And Completion Notices In A nmely And Accurate Manner

9. A serious problem with Pacific's processes for migrating existing local

service from Pacific to CLCs and installing new service for eLC customers

concems the operation of its Local lnterconnedlon Service Center ("LISC").

Upon information and belief, Sprint alleges that Pacific's lise is the center

responsible for handling all orders from CLCs to migrate (transfer) existing retail

customers from Pacific to the CLC or to instan new resold local service.
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10. Sprint submits orders for migration of existing service or installation

of new services to Pacific via transmission of a paper order via facsimile

pursuant to procedures established In Pacific's eLC Handbook.1 Sprint's order

contains a Purchase Order Number ("PON'') to identify the order, the specific

features ordered, the number reserved and the requested installation date.

11. After receipt of a CLC's order, Pacific issues a Finn Order

Confirmation ("FOC") to confinn that a migration or new service installation order

has been received and that the requested due date for the transfer or initiation of

service is available. Once Pacific has completed the customer migration or

initiation of service, it issues a completion notice, confirming that the eLC has

become the customer's local service provider.

12. Since the begiming of Sprint's service offering on December 2, 1996,

Pacific has grossly and repeatedly failed to meet its obligation to process

Sprints orders in a way that provides prospective Sprint customers with the

same quality and level of service afforded to PacifIC's own end users. These

service problems have occurred despite the fact that Sprint's order volumes

have been at comparatively low levels, well below the forecasts Sprint has

provided in advance to Pacific.2

13. Pacific has systematically frustrated Sprint's attempts to serve its

customers by failing to process migration and new service orders, including

provicfang Sprint With FOCs and completion notices, in a timely and accurate

manner. Without a FOC, Sprint cannot confirm its customers' due date for

service or even that an order· has been received by Pacific. Expeditious receipt

t Splint is working with PaQflc to implement Network Data Mover ("NOM'- NOM witt transmlt
an eleCtrOniC image of the arderto Pacific in lteu of the paper order transmitted by facsimile. In
all other respects, the OC'der pracesslng wllll8rnaln the same.

1 Byway of example, forthe period from January 1, 1997 to Febnlary 1-4, 1"7, only an average
of 65% of the forecasted total orders were 8mualJy submitted to Pacific's USC by Sprint.
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of the FOe is also required so that Sprint can provide its customers with timely

delivery of its fulfillment materials, including customer service and prodUct

infonnation. A FOe is also required so that Sprint can contact its customers if

rescheduling of the previously committed to service due date is required. Sprint

must also receive a completion notice from Pacific before it can confirm that

. service has been successfully installed and begin biUing the customer. This is

particularly crucial with resped to new customers who do not have service prior

to Pacific's processing of the order. Without a timely, accurate FOe and

completion notice, Sprint cannot confirm that its service date commitment will be

met or that seri1ce has actually been installed. Absent this information, Sprint

may appear inept and unresponsive to the customer.

14. On several occasions prior to Sprint's local market entry in the San

Diego area in December, 1996, Sprint requested infonnation from Pacific

regarding the daily CLC ofdering capacity of its L1SC and its ability to process

Sprint's orders in a timely and accurate manner. Ms. Alice Martinz. Pacifies

Director, Third party Billing, Customer Sales & Support, declined to provide any

specific information regarding Lise capacity to Sprinl However, Ms. Martinz

repeatedly assured Mr. Paul Wescott. Sprint's Director, Local Market

Development. that Sprint need not be concemed and that Pacific would take all

necessary steps, including inaeasing llSC staffing levels, to insure timety and

acante pracessing of Sprint's resold local service orders, inCluding FOCs and

completion notices.

15. During preparations for implementation of Sprint's local service

market launch, Pacific committed that Sprint would receive FOes no later than

the dose of business the day after Pacific's receipt of Sprint's orders faxed

before 3 p.m. each business day. Pacific also committed that Sprint would

receive a completion notice by close of business the day after an order was
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completed by Pacific, e.g. the migration of an existing Pacific customer to

Sprint's resold service or the installation of new resold service.3

16. On December 2, 1996, Sprint began offering resold local service to

business and residential customers in San Diego. Although Pacific's resale

services are available throughout Pacific's service territory, Sprint purposely

limited its preliminary entry to the San Diego area to volume "stress test"

delivery of service before statewide roll out.

17. Almost immediately, Pacific's delivery of FOCs and completion

notices to Sprint was net being accomplished within the agreed upon time

frames. On December 10, 1996, a total of 52 FOes and completion notices were

outstanding. By December 17, 1996, a total backlog of 192 FOCs and

completion notices had built up. During this same period, Sprint also received

FOC and completion notices for other CLCs. As many as 40 FOCs and

completion notices intended for other CLCs were received in a 2 day period.

18. Upon information and belief, Sprint alleges that Pacific processes the

orders it receives manually and that they are not electronically and automatically

entered into the requisite Pacific ordering systems. Regardless of whether a

eLC order is received by Pacific via facsimile or NOM, Pacific's LiSe

representatives must retype the order so that it can be entered into Pacific's

retail ordering system known as "SORO". Although orders received by Pacific

via NOM are entered automatically into its "CLEO" database. manual

intervention by a Lise service representative is still required to eff~entry of

the order into the SORD order provisioning system. In contrast, orders for

3 The 24 hour processing time tor FOes and'completion notices Is only applicable when Sprint
submitS orders via facsimile. Once Sprint begins to submit orders via NOM. It expects PacifIC to
provide FOes wtthln a 4 hour time frame. Paclftc Is obligated to provide Sprint Communications
FOes within 4 hours as provided in section A.1.3 of Attachment 17 of the Intercomection
Agreement between Sprint Communications and Pacific.
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Pacific's own retail customers are entered, directly into Pacific's ordering system

without the need for additional manual intervention or the requirement of a FOe

to confirm that an order has been received and that the requested due date will

bernet

19. On December 11, 1996, Mr. George Head, Sprint's Vice President

Local Market Integration, expressed his concerns regarding Pacific's failure to

provide accurate and timely FOes and completion notices during a phone ~11

with Mr. Jeny SiM, Pacific's Vice President Customer Services. In response to

Mr. Head's concerns, Mr. Sinn indicated that Pacific's objective was to provide

Sprint with 95°-' of FOes and completion notices within the agreed upon 24 hour

time frames. Mr. Sinn also indicated that the problems with Pacific's intemal

processes causing the unacceptable delays in FOes and completion notices

would be resolved no later than January 1, 1997.

20. On December 13, 1996, Mr. Head, reiterated his concerns regarding

PacifIC's chronically late and inaccurate FOCs and completion notices in a

telephone call to Mr. Sinn. Mr. Sinn reconfirmed Pacific's commitment to its

January 1, 1997 deadline for the 24 hour FOC and completion notice objectives.

Mr. Sinn also represented that Pacific would add extra staff, including an

evening crew, in order to meet its commitments.

21. On December 18, 1996, Mr. Head wrote to Mr. Sinn to expreS&

Sprint's continued dissatisfaction with Pacific's provisioning processes and

performance. Mr. Head noted that Pacific was not meeting its commitment of a

24 hour response time for FOes and completion notices and that it was in fact

"falling further behind in contrast to its improvement commitments". A copy of

that letter is attached as Attachment "At'.

22. In a telephone conversation with Mr. Head on December 19, 1996,

Michael Mallen, Pacific's Vice President, Industry Markets Group. indicated that

9



Pacific was staffing its L1SC to meet a load of 2000-3000 orders per day by

January 1.1997. Mr. Mallen also indicated that Pacific was estimating

approximately 1.5 million orders (3000-4000 orders/day) for 1997.

23. During the period from December 17.1996 until January 14.1997

numerous telephone conversations took place between Mr. Head and Mr. Sinn

where Mr. Head continued to express Sprint's concerns with Pacific's chronic

backlog of FOCs and confirmation notices and its inability to meet its

convnitment to process 95% of FOCs and completion notices within a 24 hour

period. During this same period, Mr. Sinn gave repeated assurances that the

backtog would be cleared and that the 24 hour commitment would be mel

24. Sprint has assisted in every possible way in helping to identify and

resolve problems regarding uncompleted orders. At the same time that Sprint

pursued its concerns regarding the continuing backlog of FOes and completion

notices with Pacific executives, Sprint and Pacific working teams conducted daily

conference calls in an ~ort to resolve issues including outstanding and lost

orders. These calls between the Sprint and Pacific working levels continue to

take place every business day on an ongoing basis.

25. Notwithstanding Pacific's commitments to improve its processes and

to provide timely and accurate FOCs and completion notices, a total of 296

FOCs and completion noticeS were outstanding on December 26. 1996. On

December 30, 1996. a backlog of 337 FOCs and completion notices existed.

26. In a telephone conversation on December 31. 1996. with a total

backlog of 220 FOCs and completion notices, Mr. Sinn and Mr. Mallen once

again committed to Mr. Head that all of Sprint's orders wouJd be current by the

end of January 1, 1997. However, on January 2. 1997. Pacific had a backlog of

274 FOCs and completion notices. On January 14. 1997, the total backlog had.

increased to 303 FOCs and completion nQtices outstanding.

10
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21. In response to Spoofs concerns, Pacific tracked its own performance

in issuing FOCs within the 24 hour period it had committed to. From December

16, 1996 to February 6,1997, Pacific's own data shows that only an average of

11.4% of FOCs were processed in accordance with these time guidelines. On

12 of the 32 working days in this period, or on almost 38% of the days during

this period, no FOCs were processed within the 24 hour time period Pacific had

committed to.

28. In a telephone call on January 11, 1991 with Mr. Gary Owens,

Sprints VICe President Operations - National Integrated Services, Ms. Elizabeth

Fetter, Pacific's President, Industry Markets Group, agreed that all backlogged

FOCs and camptetion notices would be brought up to date by January 18, 1997.

However, as noted in an e-mail letter from Mr. Owens to Ms. Fetter dated

January 21, 1997, there were still close to 100 orders overdue on January 20.

1991. A copy of that letter is attached as Attachment "B".

29. On January 21, 1997, Ms. Fetter acknowledged in an e-mail letter to

Mr. Owens, that Pacific is "continuously challenged by the complexity and

volume in our service center while we introduce mechanization into what is now

predominantly a manual process". She reiterated that Pacific 'Will do whatever it

takes to make this business successful". A copy of this letter is attached as

Attachment "C".

30. Sprint has made every effort to work together with Pacific to resolve

the ongoing order processing issues. Sprint established a joint Quality Team

with Pacific Bell which met at Pacific Bell offices on January 23rd and 24th,

1997, to discuss Pacific's order processing problems. Sprint actively

participated with Pacific, committing its own resources in an effort to work

together with Pacific to identify the causes of the problems and to establish

process flows and control points.
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31. The joint Quality Team agreed to implement the new procedures

established at the January 23rd and 24th meetings by January 27, 1997.

However, Pacific did not implement the necessary changes in a timely and

complete manner and allowed the backlog of order confirmations to return to

unacceptable levels. In a concentrated effort by both Sprint and Pacific during

the Quality Team meetings, the backlog was reduced considerably from 109

outstanding orders on January 23, 1997 to only 33 on January 24, 1997.

However, on January 29, 1997, a total of 179 FOCs and cOmpletion notices were

outstanding. On January 31, the total backlog had increased to 219.

32. In a letter dated February 5, 1997. Mr. Owens again expressed his

concerns to Ms. Fetter regarding Pacifies repeated failure to meet its obligation

to process Sprinfs orders in a timely and accurate manner. Mr. Owens stated

that "FOCs and Completion Notices are chronically late wjth a daily backtog of

150-200 orders", causing liSprint to miss customer commitments on due dates

and unacceptably delay(ing) the delivery of product literature and initial" invoices

to customers." A copy of this letter is attached as Attachment "0".

33. On February 11, 1997, in the course of a meeting between Pacific

and Sprint employees to address Sprints ongoing concerns regarding Pacific's

order processing processes, Mr. Mark Turner, Pacific's Director, Sprint Account

Team, informed Mr. Wescott that Pacific's LiSe can currently only handle 1200

ClC orders per business day. This is far short of the promised levels and

certainly not suffiCient to meet the CLC industry's requirements.

34. Sprint believes that Pacific has not adequately staffed its LIse

operation to handle orders from the CLC industry and has not adequately

designed Sprint-specific processes to ensure that Sprints customers can be

served "at parity" compared to the Pacific Beft retail customers. This is greatJy

exacerbated by Pacific's manual order processing system. Although Sprint
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requested L1SC .capacity and staffing level information, Pacific has refused to

provide this information. Instead, Pacific assured Sprint that it would take all

necessary steps, including increasing staffing levels, to process Sprinfs orders

within the time frames committed. Clearly, based on the backJog of only Sprint's

orders, they have not Indeed, with the exception of the time period of the Sprint

initiated joint Quality Tearn meetings. Sprint has consistently experienced

backlogs Of 150-200 FOCs and completion notices during the months of January

and February, 1997. As of February 18, 1997, a total of 188 FOCs and

completion notices were outstanding.

35. In additon to chronic delays in processing FOCs and completion

notices, Pacific also continues to have serious difficulties in processing Sprinfs

orders with the required level of accuracy. The FOCs and completion notices

received by Sprint routinely contain errors which have a seriousimpad on

Sprint's ability to provide service. For example, during February 10, 1997

through February 14, 1997, approximately 9% of the completion notices received

by Sprint contained errors. These errors included incorrect customer phone

numbers, missing or incorrect v$ltical features and missing or incorrect customer

interexchange carrier ("PIC'') selections. Each error requires that Sprint engage

in time consuming telephone conversations with Pacific so that the details of

completion notices can be verified and errors corrected. The errors reflected in

the completion notices have a direct impact on the service provided to Sprints

customers. Customers who fail to receive an ordered feature such as Caller Id,

or who receive features that they did not request. then contact Sprint to

complain. The perception that Sprint cannot process customers' orders

accurately and in accordance with their expectations, causes further damage to

Sprinfs reputation and hampers its ability to expand its service offering.

13
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36. In addition to the errors routinely refleded in completion notices,

FOCs received from Pacific also routinely contain misprinted or incorrect due

dates and incorrect customer phone numbers. The delays and customer

dissatisfaction that result from these processing errors, further inhibit Sprint's

ability to compete in the local California market.

37. Pacifids ability to process customer migration and new orders for

resold service through its Lise bottleneck in a timely and accurate manner is

woefully inadequate. The level of quality provided by Pacific in its CLC order

provisioning for resold services does not provide CLCs parity with the service

levels provided to its own retail customers.

38. In order for higher throughput to be achieved, it is critical that

electronic intenaces be implemented. It is also critical that Pacific Bell

implement Sprint - specific work processes and focused management ownership

of this issue. Electronic processing will not only reduce or eliminate the need for

manual intervention, .thereby significantly speeding up the order provisioning

process, it should also vastly improve the accuracy of and reduce the error rates

of Pacific's Lise operations.

39. Given Pacific's repeated failure to meet its commitments to correct its

.systems and process orders in a timely manner. Sprint has no confidence that it

will meet these commitments in the future. These problems have frustrated

Sprint In expanding its mass marketing in the San Diego area and from

expanding its local offering statewide. As discussed above, Pacific's order

processing abilities have deteriorated rather than improved over time. Given

this pattern. Pacific's LlSC capacity problems will only worsen should new CLCs

enter the market or should existing CLCs expand their service offerings.

14
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Pacific·s Processes For Handling Customer Migration To CLCs
Reselling Pacific·s Services Are Antl-Competltlve And Discriminatory And
Effectively Preclude Sprint From Entering The Local Market In California

40. Sprint incorporates by reference, as if fully set forth herein, the

allegations contained in paragraphs 1-39.

41. Public Utilities Code Section 709.5 provides that all

telecommunications markets subject to the Commission's jurisdidion be opene(j

to competition not later than January 1, 1997 and that competition in

telecommunications markets be fair. Pacific's processes for handling customer

migrations and new service orders for CLCs reselling Pacific's services violate

Section 709.5. Pacific's ordering processes, as desaibed above, significantly

limit the number of existing customers that can be transferred or new service

installations that can be effected for CLCs in a resale environment Pacific's

practices virtually assure that no meaningful or fair competition can begin until

Pacific is able to process the CLC industry's orders in a timeJy and accurate

manner. Currently PaCific is unable to process minimal order volumes, much

less the volumes required for meaningful competition.

42. Pacific's resale order processes also violate Public Utilities Code

Section 453(a), which prohibits a public utility from granting "any preference or

advantage to any corporation or person or subject any corporation or person to

any prejUdice or disadvantage"· Pacific's CLC order provisioning processes

ensure that ClCs and their customers will not receive the same lev~1 and quality .

of service that Pacific and its own retail customers enjoy. The delays and errors

inherent in Pacific's resale order provisioning processes prejudice all CLCs and

subject them to a disadvantage compared to the level of service Pacific provides

to itself and its own end user customers.
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43. In Decision 95-07-054. the Commission ruled that

"It is the policy of the Commission that all telecommunication
providers shall be subject to appropriate regulation to
safeguard against anti-competitive conduct" (Appendix A,
Rule 1.0.).

By putting in ptace practices that severely limit the number of CLC customer

migrations or new service installations, Pacific is engaging in anti-competitive

condud in violation of Decision 95-07-054. Customers whose orders are

delayed, are inaccurate or inccmplete or not processed at all, will in many cases,

fault the CLC and return to Pacific. Indeed, after such frustrating experiences

these customers may never be open to switChing to a CLC, no matter how

attractive the offer of service. Pacific's actions totally contravene the

Commission's policy of fair competition. In addition to delaying and limiting

Sprint's local market entry, Pacific's actions also have the effed of damaging

Sprint's reputation and hanning its valuable bfand name.

44. Pacific's processes for handling customer migration to ClCs reselling

Pacific's service constitute a violation of the Commission's Decision 96-02-072.

The Commission stated that:

"Adequate service ordering interfaces are necessary to
enable CLCs to offer a quality of service which Is
competitive with that of the LEes" (mimeo. p.32).

and adopted the following rule for LEClCLC arrangements:

''LEeS shall put into place an automated on-line service
ordering and implementation scheduling system for use by
ClCs" (Appendix E, Rule 8.C.).
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As outlined above, Pacific's processes do not lienable ClCs to offer a' quality of

service which is competitive with that of the LECs." In fact. Pacific's processes

guarantee that CLC's resold service will be of inferior quality to that of Pacific.

Pacific's manual handling of orders at the L1SC is also in direct violation of the

above cited rule. Although Pacific has had notice of the automated on-line

systems required by Decision 9EXl2-D72 for almost a full year, it has failed to

implement the necessary systems and to eliminate the need for manual

intervention.

45. Pacific's order provisioning processes for CLCs reselling Pacific's

services constiMe a violation of the Telecommunications Ad of 1996 ("the Acr')

and the implementing regulations of the Federal Communications Commission

("FCC").

46. Section 251 (c)(4)(B) of the Ad imposes the duty on all incumbent

LECs, including Pacific, not to impose unreasonable or discriminatory conditions

or limitations on the resaJe of telecommunications service. Section 51.603 of the

FCC's regulations provides:

"(a) A LEC shall make its telecommunications services
available for resale to requesting telecommunications
carriers on terms and conditions that are reasonable and
non-discriminatory.
(b) A LEe must provide services to requesting
telecommunications carriers for resale that are equal. in
quality, subject to the same conc:Iitions, and provided within
the same provisioning time intervals that the LEe provides
these services to others, including end users."
(47 CFR Sec. 51, et seq.)

Pacific's processes, as detailed above, are in clear violation of the Ad and the

FCC's regulations. PacifiC is imposing discriminatory conditions on the resale of

its service, is not proViding service to CLCs equal in quality to the service
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provided its own end users, and is not provisioning service to CLCs in the same

time intervals as it prOVides its own end users.

47. PacifIC's resale order provisioning processes also violate Section

251 {c}{3} of the Act, which imposes the duty on all incumbent LECs to provide

nondiscriminatory access to network elements on an unbundled basis. The FCC

has found that a LEC's operating support systems for pre-ordering, ordering and

provisioning. among others, constitute such unbundled network elements (47

CFR § S1.313(c». In this regard the FCC stated:

"ObViously, an incumbent that provisions network resources
electronically does not discharge its obligation under
Section 251 (e)(3) by offering competing providers access
that invoJves human intervention, such as facsimiJe-based
ordering." First Report and Order and Memorandum
Opinion and Order, Docket No. 96-98, 1523.

Pacific's manual resale on::.Ier handling process clearly contravenes Pacific's duty

under Section 251 (C)(3) of the Aet.41

Relief Requested

WHEREFORE, Complainants request that the Commission:

(1) Order Defendant to comply with Public Utilities Code bb 453 and

709.5; Decisions 95-07-054 and 96-02-072; and with bb 251 (c}(3) and (4)(6);

and with 47 CFR bb 51.313(c} and 51.603. In particular. Pacific should be

reqUired to:

(a) Immediately eliminate all backlog of FOes and completion

notices and honor its commitment to issue a FOe within 24 hours of
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receipt of an order from Sprint to migrate a customer or initiate new

service and to issue a completion notice within 24 hours of migration or

service installation and once Sprint submits orders via NOM, provide

FOes to Sprint within 4 hours. "

(b) Immediately devote suffiCient resources to the operation of its

liSe, inclUding the development of true electronic interfaces. and

continue to do so throughout 1997, so that all orders from CLCs for the

migration of customers and the installation of new service can be handled

on a timely basis. i.e.• within the same time frame as Pacific provides

service to its own end users, and with the same reliability as Pacific

provides service to its own end users.

(c) Immediately implement the procedures and daily process

controls and institute the Sprint-specific work process procedures and

dedicate LiSe personnel to the Sprint team as established in the joint

Quality Team meetings heJd by Sprint and Pacific on January 23rd and

24th,1997.

(d) Immediately implement procedures to ensure that FOCs and

completion notices for Sprint's customers are timely and accurate in all

reapeets and that the service and features provided to Sprint's customers

precisely match those contained in the service order provided by Sprint to

Pacffic.

(2) Immediately provide Sprint with the same level and quality of service

as it provides to itself for service ordering, customer migrations and new service

• The 24 hour pIOC8SSIng time for FOCs and completion notices Is only appllcabfe when Sprint
submiIs CHdeIs via facsimile. Once Sprint begins to submit orders via NOM. It expects pacmc to
provide FOes wtthIn a 4 hourtlme trame. PacifIC Is obligated to provide Sprint CommunIcatIonS
FOCs within .. hours as pnMded In Sectlon A.1.3 ofAttachment 17 of the Inten::anneetIon
Agreement between Sprint Communications and Pacltlc. At this point In time Paclflc has not
offered a WOf1cIng NOM interface allowing Sprfnt to send orders via this standard. (See
Attachment "E'".)
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orders to enable Sprint to provide its customers with service as efficiently as

Pacific provides service to its own retail customers.

(3) Order such other and further relief as appears just and reasonable

under the circumstances.

Dated this 20th day of February, 1997 at San Mateo, Califomia.

Respectfully sUbmitted,

9nf!!&11a1X Oi ", Regulat Morney
S . t munications Company LP.
1850 Gateway Drive. 7th Floor
San Mateo, CA 94404-2467
Telephone: 415-513-2714
Facsimile: 415-513-2737
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VERmCATION

I, Gary R. Owens. am an officer of Sprint Communications Company L.P., the

Complainant herein. and am authorized to execute this verification on its behalf. The

statements in the foregoing Complaint are ttue of my own knowledge. except as to matters

which are therein stated as information and belief. and as to those matters I believe them to

be true.

I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct and that this

verification was executed by me on February 19da
, 1997. at Overland Park. Kansas.

/hA_~
--~.,.~OWens
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ATTACHMENT A

: Sprint

George V. Head
Vice President
Local Market Integration
7301 College Blvd
Overland Park KS 66210
KSOPKV0203

Jerry Sinn
Vice President
Customer Services
Pacific Bell
370 Third 5t #714E
San Francisco CA 94105

December 18, 1996

Jerry:

The purpose of my letter is to express Sprint's continued dissatisfaction with
Pacific BeU·s provisioning process and performance. As you and I discussed on··
two occasions last week, and in several discussions between our teams, Pacific
Ben is not meeting its commitment of 24 hour response on Firm Order
Confirmation (FOC) and completion notices. Our analysis indicates that Pacific
Bell is famng further behind in contrast to its improvement commitments. Your
process is broken•

. .
As agreed last Friday. Sprint and Pacific Bell a~ continuing to have daily
conference calls to verify information exchange~ Documentation from these
daily meetings leads us to conclude that your process is not yet in control. As of
12-17-96, 111 completion notices and 83 FOe confirma~onswere outstanding.
As of 12-13-96. Sprint continued to receive FOe and completion notices •
intended for Mel and other CLECs. Sprint logically concludes that its notices
may, in fact, be erroneously sent to other CLECs by Pacific Bell.
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Sprint provided Pacific Bell with forecasts several weeks ago that have not
been exceeded. Also, improvements have been made in Sprint's order
accuracy that reduced orders rejected by Pacific BeU to tess than 8%.
Additionally, Sprint has committed resources to Install Network Data Mover
(NOM) interface to Pacific Bell on or about February 1, 1997. Sprint .
acknowledges PacifIC Bell's effort to hire additional staff, Including addition of
evening shifts.

I would remind PacifIC Bell of its commitment to achieve 95% or better
performance on Its 24 hour FOC and completion objective by January 1, 1997.
Pacific Bell's tack of performance is significant and is an impediment to Sprint's
plans to successfully enter the Califomia market.

I am requesting your written response to Sprint's concerns by December 23,
1996.

Sincerely,

George V. Head
Vice President
L.ocal Market Integration

pc: Uz Fetter
Lee Bauman
Michael Mallen
Janet Alken.James
Gary R. Owens
Ellen 0'Amato
Paul Wescott
ailt Dorrance
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Fram: Gary R. 0w8aa (1/21/97)
To: Eli~cb. Fetcer
IX: George Head.. DeIlise L1.Irldberg, Paul wescott
PacBell ••calat:i.CIQ call 1-20-91

Liz F.tter
President.-Industxy Karrk.ets
PacBell

Liz:

Page: 1 1/21/97 7:30 III

ATIACHMENT B

'1b1a u a abart DOte eo briDcr to your at.tc1tiOl1 a very \m8UCCtI:8sful c:ontereace call wicb. Mr.
Stank8y aDd xr. H&UeD. yeatcday aftemoon..

I was qincJ you wez:e voiD; to 1)e CIQ the call as yow::' secree.uy h&c1 iJx!icated. In lieu of your
DOt beinrIJ~. a..ve HM4 and I c:anferClCed with John c¥1 !Wee em the topic of put. due

. c:aapleUem c=cJan fzaa ~ll to Sprint..

M you and. I bad cSiscusaecl em Friday, Jamauy 1'1, our expecQUan was that by saturday '4118 would
hAve all the beck1.ogged and put due order CCII;)1eUons c=rent. This would place us in a
c::w:reat. poaiUQD to begin our aclvert1sin; this 1IIIeek. George and Jerry Sian ta1kecl SUnday night
and again Ifanday JIIOJ:ZWIg and UUblisbed that we agzeec! tbat we still bad 8ClRII!Where in the
(close to) 100 orien cma:due and essentially DO progress was made over the weekend. (I dont
r.......t,er the exact number of omers at:: thi.a 1IICllIIIlnt).

en c:be call yes~we rev1....-d theM facta and. asJced John and H1Jce for vbat we Sbould expect
goi11q f=-=-. I was lIIO:e than surpri.aed to hear their aMWer: -We carmct provide you with my
better auvice than lilbat we provide to~ cOllllCt1toZ'S-.

In 1Ilbat IWeds to be • posid:"., partDer1ng relaUonship between us ••• this Idnd of service
a&SUZ'lIZlI:e is DOt acc:pecable. As you and I ta1ke6 oa. Frida3r, we are stUl willing andp~
to se:ad staff to wock haDd in haDd with your staff (the Quality Tum) on ~sd&y to lII1tually
~ our intez:acti:ve proces.... .

I Deed to lcDow frcIIl you. if you. are still ceallitced to this meeticg and process~t
meetiDg in SC1 FzaDc1ao?We are, and very IlI1Cb t:IWlk we can IIIIlJce IIUtual p=;ress. But, if in
t.U end we are :elegaUd to -parlty of the 1lIOrst service !:leitJg given••• -, our efforts may be
overly cpdmistic.

I wou.lci like your rupcase toc3ay. We need to know where your t::_ sUZlds on this 18SU8 cd
opporamity for~t.

BY this note. I will uk Elciae to 8et \lP t.ime for yau aDd. X to talk today.

Guy Owens
yp-operations
Sprin1: N&Uoaal IDteg:ated Services• __•._.•_.__.. __...,--= ec::&8= _===_ ,_
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~rinc ~tiena.l I:l.~e=at:ed. 5axviceJI ATfACHMENT C

~ &1\ ~r.-~' :h61: ! ~_ not: ablQ roC ::a on ~ cal:. ~~ I 1~c:i co aciju.~ ClY
.ch~~e fo~ A coctor's ~~~C.

I hav. ~Icen ~t:h l¢i.ke Malle reqarlUng ~e confereace ~~J.l e.tien you ana
Qearg'Q Head. ItA _1,$0 was noe pleued. with the O\II:COlM. l::ur: believe. "thaI:
1111cl1 eooper&c:i~ tralll boCll c:ompanies. 4 Ille&ft.f.nqtul re.o.Luc':'Ql1 can oec:ur.
we c:onpleeely aupport; a ·poaiti,-JW.~ relat:i:r.ah1p.· and a.re sr.Ul
",illing co 1oIOrk w1th Spr1At 1:.0 i~e proc:SSlil•• eel e~.("."iee.

I lIIWIt GIll;lhat.ic:ally ecru. t.he 2iportanee of Qftuing' ~esal. service.
equally :0 .11 ac- a ~"ClQr LISe end apoJ,:g1:z:e fer what you feel 18 lin
una<:eapcabla ltlWll ~f seni.ce•

.,. a.r. Clmt:i.nuCN81y ebllllenged 12'/ t±.e ccrapl~t"J' a.~d 'l."Q1Ul:lQ in wr lia..-vi.c:.
<:enCQz: Whil. W$ int:.:oc1l.u:a mechani:a~~on 1=.t.o ~I:. 1. new prEldcminantl:t IL
QilnUAl ~ocess far t!liS new Wcinua i:l boch of our ~... Afs \Ie wa:Jc
th:'cuqh dlese c:ha.llenqas. we need Sprint' S ::oncinuec! ~rl: and
p&r~1.c.:i~cion in our e!:!:=t 1:.0 ~n:inuou-ll' iJzIprova. We ttill beUCWI t:!-.a:
rho lIIeel:in9' ac:hedW.64 becween our uam- ch1. '1'!!1l.&nday ':'s of v41\:e 4:2d.
should ~01r.

we will ::Ie 1oINaC.-z' i.t: tak.ea I:.() mlllce eMs bJ.sir.ua SUCCQIL"Itul, l:N~ &$ wich
all new bacJ.ne...., • r-.scmabl. cime frame 1£ requizec1. You hiave the
c:om.ic:nene of myself and m:t 1:_ ~o wrk W1t:h Spnn~ l:.o Ill&ke chia &
lJUCCeclIful .e!ort.

Sincerely,

Liz le1;l:fl:'
Pres1d~~~. :'"V!uat:Y KarkAltcs· ~oup
PaeH:'-= 5litll

...a...·:..a··=---=~....-=:ut••:a....=---caaatl=.......-:...cs...=--

z:z:t 'ON
aa:6El
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ATTACHMENT 0

"Sprint

Februuy S., 1991

N8.-.11IIIcp.cal......
1301 CalIqc.........
o.IIaIl IS 66210
T (913) 534-&106
fIl C'L\) S34-6W

Elizabeth Fetter
PzetideDt" IDdustry Markets Group
PadficBeU
370 Thkd Street. Roam 114A
SillFmnc:iIco. CaIifomia 94107

Dear Ms. Fetter:

As you 1aJow, Sprint bas been PRPri"a to carer. 1ocal1ll8l'Jcetever aiDce the Califomia
ft..L'~_ U:.:.~--C .. :_~ . --.1_.~..:..... 1__1 • • "~__L. 31
r-~ UIUIGlI ~mIU1OIl_1I8~_-."'-"COJDp6tihon. CDW~ •

1996. 011 April 17, 1996, prior to pi...its braI:iAOIl a ccxnmercial off'etiDg. Sprint
c:orn~ ita effort by tIlIdDa Paciiie'a resale product offeriDg. ~ you me wdI &W8EC

from our DDIIIaOUS c:oIlVC:I'IIdia SpriDt'. c..ufimria market eatr7 piau have &eea
repeatIDcIly delayed. em.:·to the lipifictmtpmb1cm.~withPId1ic'. resale
otreriDs during this test. The IIIGIt smous problem WIU Pacifiol. iDebiIity to gaaate IDCI
tE'aDamlt 10 Sprint arcurate ad timely CaD Detail Recoms (CDBa) which \W:I'C DCCCISsary

for Sprint 10 biB its end users. Sprint apatdecIlUbmm.1 resourca clariDc this test
periocl to assist Pacific in iclc:mifyinc aDd attI:mpting to coaec:t the sou.rccs ofthcse tlaws
ill Pacific's systems.

Pacifie eM:rltUa1ly KhieWlCi miDjmally ICCCptBbIc bt',;_ pmeea peafum&8ncc:s. at
extrem&ly law volumes. d.uriDa1b8...pedocI wbIcb caablccl SpdIIl to blaino1feriDc 1aca1
seMce iD CaUfomia GIlDecember2, 1996. by ft!'Clli. PKiD: Bell', aaW:e ill SaD J)ieao.
However,1iDce that time. Paeifie bas tailed to pmeea in a time1y aa4accunre m.nner tbe
modest namber ofcustoD:r orden Spriat bas snbminecL PBitiG'• ..w:e level
perf'orsuacc !wi beenUII.I8tiIfIctor IDd bas callsed sipificaDt pobleml for our
customers. It also bas prIMD1I:Cl1hc ClqII"Rm afSprillfl Ca1ifbrDia1ocal scmce
offeriDc. We haw baeIl compe1lecl to escaJate our c:oacau to you aDd your exee:wive
staffmore than ten times in the last two 1IlOIlths. Nc:vertbeleu. Pac:iiic repeatedly bas
failed to deliver oll.its c:ommjtmems~ improve its perfomumce.

S~ce the iDc:eption ofour service otJeriq. Paci& baa passly aDd. repeatedly failecl to
meet its obligation to procca SpriDt's orders in a way thU provides l*ity ueaunent
with Pac~fic's own end users. Thae service pzoblems have oc:currecl despite the fact that



sprintSs order volumes have consistently been below the forecasted lcvcla provided in
advance to Pacific. The problems iDcbJde:

• Firm Order Copfirmarioas (FOCI) azul ~mpM=tioD. Notic:u are cbroaic:a1ly late with &

daily back10I of lSG-200 ordas. This CIUICI Sprint10 mia eustomrr commitment,
on due data aDd. uuacccptably delays !be delivery of product litcra1;amad. iDiUal
invoices to custmIIfA. In our iDIawIm"C'km agrecIIIaIt, SpdDtand PICific agreed to
9S% ofFOCs retamecl in4 hn. ina mcc'vmimi c:a.viRamJC!llt ad cludDa the 11I8110.1

interim pedod. 9S% within 14 bn. R.esu1tI acking from 1/13197 to 213/97 showIu
average of4% afPOCa were pmccued in accordaDCO wi1hthe time pide1iaa in the
mtmglly a.pee4 upon pedonn'ac:e st.ndvds.. OD Pacific Bdl'. best day. ollly .3%
were procel. in a timely fabian. On sc:vaal da.ys. no FOCs~ processed within
the 24 hour time period.

• In December, 12 Sptim casl'.... tost dial tane durina mipatiaA from Pac:mc tD
Sprint due to improper badHnI oftbe re1alMl~ ordas by PaGific.
Three ofthese 12 cust.omerl bIImcd Sprint for their loss ofte1ephcmc semce.
Caoscqaeatly. the CUstomer' caaeeled their DeW Sprint local service IDd rctumecl-to
Pacific Be1l.

• sPriat comim1es to receiw ather CLECs' FOCI aDd CampletioD Notices tram P8Cific.
This leads us to believe tba1 otheras:. are receiviDI SpdDt's FOCs. FaihIre to
accuratdy clircct FOCI pmw:Ats SpriDt fmm meetiJIc ita cusmmcr cammitrnenfs md
CODStimta a breach ofPKific's 4uty tD proteet customers' CPNI.

• When CUSfOmeI:S migrate to Sprint service. PaCific's juaCC'JZ'&te amy ofcristiOmer
information frequmdy causes customers to lose vertical~ such as Call Waiting
or Caller 10.

Sprint cstablisW aj4im QvaIity Team wiCh Pacific: BeU which met on Jamwy 23- aDd
24* to addatu Ibese order proCftI.UIg probJem.s. Root c.n .... ofthc problems were
idcndficd. process flows were Cleated, coDlrOl poiDts were ideDdfied aDd the team agreed
upon specific procell improvemeats which, wbeA impIemrmedv will dimjnetc the
prob1ams. 1D IdGiticm, two QuJity members wor.bd tbrouah the order c:onfirmation
bacIdo.. recIuriD& it in Jive hours fiom 178 to 33 orders. 'Ibis dcmoastrates what a
focused effixt can produce. The team apced to implcmem: the DeW proc:eclun:s by
January 2.7. 1997. However. Pacific: did 1JOt implement tho DeCeSSIl')' c:baDges in a timely
and complete manner and bas allowed the backlog ofcmiel' c:oafinDa,tioas to rctum to

UDIICCcptablc levels. Pacific abo bas indicated that Sprint should not c:xpect to cxperieace
my improvement until additional service order represeutatives are dcployec:l by Pacific
later this month. Sprint is conccmed that additional resources is Dot the total solution and



~oftbc agreed upon procelse. would ligDiticam1y improve the results as
agraed.aDd~ by the Qwd1ty Team.

Pa.cifichu poiDtcd 10 b COILICrIiDIs it expcdczu:cs in manually proce',;ac Sprint"s
oaIcra -=tvia &c:cjmjlc uui bas urpcl Spdllt to trnmrit its ardcm via IA int.crim
eIearoraic syst.Im. Sprint willlbardy betiD usiDI tbis interim S)'ttem. NetWOrk Data
Mo\u (NDM). but undcrsWIds tIllt this pracea, tao, reqaira Pacific to manually
iDtawae ill the proceaiDg ofacIt order. 'Ibetcf~ the reqajrema1 for adeqwIre quality
calltlala is DOt eliminated with 1he use ofNDM.

Spriat is requatml your peaoaal immediate ..,;on to impr;vviag the p:acedaaes and
puG-a..,.,. ofPacific's 1oc:a1....affcriI1s SO that Spdnt Ioc:al service CUSfDlDen
.expeDcnce 1be IIIDO lewl ofscnicc quality aDd timeJiara ofcxdcrproCGSPal U Pllcific
providcI to i1s ownad uscn. The b8dcloC ofFOCs aad ComplaioD Notices must be
made cummt DO later tbaD. 5:00 pm. PST Fe'bruaIy 1, 1m ml SpriDl's orders must be
processed tbmafta' in a timely manner. IfPacific is na8 blc to meet this minimal
requAUhWl. then Sprint will be fotced to pursue otba'=media.

cc: Wayne Peterson


